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Education to the 1982 Alberta Task Force ' Raport| "He questioned two of
the provincial share  ~ h

‘This report begins with a nespogféfby the Minister of
of schooling COStE to. 85 pefcent and (2) removing pnévincial controls

od school board supplementary requisitions. He asked the Task Force
to recofivene and consider the questions he raised. The remainder of
this report™is their reply. Reaffirming the recommendations in the

he Task Force responded specifically to the minister's
questions and concluded that (1) an 85/15 cost share ratio. represents
a ,long term goal achievable: by methods outliped in the reply, (2) the
sprovince”s annual education budget should not be a fixed proportion .
of .whatever Alberta school bpards choose to spend,,(3) .some . L ¥
regulation of lecal supplementary requisitions is 5cceptabl¢,'(4)
provincial "finkncial” control should he effected ‘through the use of ,
guidelines, and (SK the definition/o¥\an educational p%an/ ST . -
translatable into financdal terms‘égg\b% desirable. (MD)
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- < G . February 28,1083 . ~ \
: Dr. J. S. Hrabi SRR ', o :
Chajrman \ P ] -
4 Task.Force on School. Finance , :
: - Alberta Education : o
10th Fioor, Devonian Bualdlng -
"11160Jasper Avenue ] ' < :
Edmoritdg, Alberta . i Y , ) .. { y
TsKoL2 . | o ' , . : C

" Dear Dr. Hrabi: ‘ : _ s ' .
“ have reviewed, with considerable interest the second report and recommendaxlons of the

Task Force on School Finance. | apologize for the delay in advising you of my response to

the report and as a result delaying its pub{’d dlstnbutlon ‘ \ : v

(9 . -

- [y

I have considered very carefully the recomrnendatlons of the Task Force and their

x . - implications, While 1 agree with many of the recommendations, and partlcu\larly the support , \ ..
, for the curirent structuge of the fmance plan, I do have several basic questions specmcally

abput two of the key recommendations: . / . ) i .

Vel
1. Recomwendatlon — "“The provincial shére of total sghooling costs shoudbe ' - 7. , -

targeted,towards provndmg an average of approximately 85% of the total expenditures”

- of all school boards in the provmce Ieavmg an average of 15% to be raised by local .

supplementary requisitions.” . . } : )
>

»

thle 1 recognize-that the Task Force is recommending this fugure as a tarbét forsome g
future time, the report does not provide any direction on how this target would be achieved.* PO

/ . Specifically, if the provincial contribution in 1981 was 66.8% of the total.expenditures, how.,

! would the Task Force propose we should move to 85% funding, whatwould you estimate to . ; -

o * be the costs involved in implementing alternative approaches, and what corresponding ‘

I e trcreasd+n lotal school board accountablhty and responssblhty to the prgvince would you

propose? - _ v SN ] ¢

2. Recommendatlon 14 —\The, provmonal controls on school boarﬁ supolementar‘y ' '
[ reqmsmons should be removed.” N

o , | support this recommendation and in fact, we now have replaced the previous

regulations with a 5% guideline, Howéver, in viéw of Recommendation 3 above, | am .

: concerrted about howa proportionsuch as 8“%-15% couid be maintained it government has

,/' no control over mcreasesm supplementary reqmsmons In effect, school Jurlsdlctlons uld1 \ /-
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be’able to.increasze supplementary requnsntlons at will and force the provnnctal government to
provide corresponding increases in, order to maintajn the recommended balance of proviricial

to local contributions. What mechamism would the Task Force.recommerrd to’ensure that ap

-

approp?&ate balance oj ¢contributions, once attalned could be malntaf‘ned on abontlnupuq
basis? v

A third area of concern\whlcﬂh T have relates to the dtscussrokof what constitutes-an
‘*educational plan forthe- provnnce The repoit of the Task Force indicates that an' Alberta
school finance plan should ?e Jesigned to achieve an educational program which may
.be defined as the'province's edu atianal plan”. The provincial'educational plan is considered
to be “what is habpenlng in the sehools now". If the educationalplan is the sum of all
programs which school yurfsdlctlons institute and operate, and if, as*’qtl;nedm my seconqd
concern above, the provincial government has no contrel over the costs, how will anyone be
able to affbrd the escalating costs that will result? In my view, if an educatioral plan is to,form
the basis for financial support from the province, it should provide directien jo schdol °

siurisdictidns as well as trmlt the scope of the programs and act|v1t|es which government is .
prepared to support. L. . : 4 )
o{j v

- ©

\ ’, A -
i have thought carefuilly\about these issues and have d.cided that it would be. unwtset
-release the report of the, TasR\Force uhtil these key questions and issues are addressed.
Otherwnse | am concerned-that the report will lose cred|b|I|ty and’not rece|ve tt&e careful
consnderatrbn and dehberat;ton that it deserves. ’ s
hREY -
: Consequently, 1 am requestlng that you re- con}/ene the Task Force to consider.
specifically the questlons that | have raised. Additiondl fecommendations or adVice fromthe -
Task Force on these-issués should be added as an addendum to the second report so that it
can be included when the report is released at a later date ¢

Jrealize that there i is consuderable pressure to release the report of the Task Force but [

{trust that you ahd.miembers of the Ta: sk Force will understand my sesgrvations. | would be -

pleased to discuss this furtt}er w1th you. . - R |
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P Honourable David King p L
319 Legisiative Building . o ¢ o . e
Edmonton, Alberta - **/ \ ‘- ) A
T5K2B6 - N ‘~ :

A} ’ N R B3
" . - : - \"\.. ’ ' -
Dear. Mr. Klng .- /,\ . , CoEe .

On May 6, 1983 the School Flnance Task Forae reconvened to discuss your letter of :
—-February 28, 1983 m,whtch you poSed a number of questlons and sought further clarification
regarding several Sections of the report, parttcularly Recommendatlons 3 and 14, apd
Principle 2. . : ‘ ‘ - ‘
£ ey
At'their meethg the Task Force arefuIIy consrdered your QUestlons and, after dISCUSSIOn
concluded that thé recommendations it made in.the Detember 1982 report‘contlnue to be an
. accurate statement ofh,the Task Force's views. In the initial instan¢e the Task Force.  « K
considered each reCommendatlon and suppprting argument at length during eleveh half-day

" and fuli- day meetlngs held over a period of 18 months and passed the recommendatrons only

after'very deliberate debate. ~ , - - e .

The following distussidn; therefore reafflrm§ the earlier - stated views of the Task Force
whlle reepondlng to the specifics of your questlons ] N 2
Recommen'datron 3: Rarsung the Provmc’fal Cost Share j o -

~

Slmply put, the, Task Forcestakes the view that the curre,ut«local sha're of total schgoling

. costs is too high, or, if you will, that tbe cusrent provnr?eraTEhare (apbrox1mate|y 66%) is tog

88%, the question is “Should

low. The provmctal share shoutd ‘exceed/the historical/high of some 80% reached in 1976; the
Task Force has recommended that it would be most/appropriate for the provnncnaj support
level to be sSet at approxnmate1y 35%. At the same tuZe the Task Force recognlzes some
practjcal challenges associated with setting the 85% as a precise, immutable target, including
oeneral eqonomic ‘conditions and freedom of focal school boards in expenditure matters. For
th|§ reason,Yhe Task Force recommends that the provm(ie $irive, as a matter of policy, to-
establish and maintain.its share at 85%; of Jesser importance is whether ornot, in each year,
the 85% target is exactly’achieved. “In some years the target may not be reached: 1(1 others, it

may berexceeded.” (p. 13) ; y S 7

Question 1: "'Hovb would-the Task Force propose to move to 85°/o'ft‘ﬁ‘rdmg°“ A ’ A"

There are basically two parts to the questlon of “how to'move”. In the sense of how et

be dong in one year — next year — or phased in over a
number of years?” The secdnd part of the questjon is “What mechanisms — policy.
instruments, grant systems, and so forth — should the province use to reach the 85% target
level?" -

©

Quickly the“brovmce shoutdo/r\é:rease its share from the clrrent 66% level to-the target level of

¥ ’
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Regardlng the speed with which the provmce might move to the’ 85% fevel, clearly thisis a
matter for the Alberta governrhent to decide. Again, the Task Force can summarize its
position here as, “as soon as po§s|ble ' @ . . ‘

As for the specrflc mechan|cs ofJnovlng to the 85% IeVeI there are two basic f‘h0|ces

4

.1) Reduce the re||ance .of Jocal/school boards on supplementary reqU|s|t|ons -that is,
- reducethe absotute level of supplementary requisitions and increase the provurklal
- /contnbutuon — grants, from whatever soyrce — an equivalent amount to make up the

local revenue loss tiboards or < .
- 1

v
2) Allow lqcal supplementary- -régjuisitions to continue ta “seek their own level"_wihlle
|hcreas|ng the provnnma’fcontnbuhon so as to'yield the desired cost-share

Again, as pointed out on page 13 of the, repo.rt), the first choic |mpl|es a necessary,
regulation of supplementary requisitions by’the province. The second choice means that,-in .
effect, it would be local school boards; simply begause of the requl ltvonlng and spending”
decisiohs they make, who would be determining ?\e size of the provincial education budget. -
Such a situation is not acceptable’ to the Task Forge nor would it likely be acceptable to the
province. The Task Forceé does notprepose, nor ould it support, the concept of a provincial
education budget being deferminedin a d|rect wa Kstrictly by local SChOQl board decisions.

The issué of requlation i supplementary requisittons.is dealt W|th jurther in the ’ ¥
dlSCUSSlOI’l of Recommendation 14 below - .

]

+The Tas'k‘Force suggests two methods of reaching the, goal of 85/15 sharmg (it should

: _be noted that there-are other me\thods several of which are detasiled in one of the staff papers

prepared in support of the overall review)'. Also, the Task Force wishes to stress that it has .
not explored in detait the ram|f|cat|ons of its proposed methoqs (since the Task Force does
not consider |tseIf the appropriate body to-do this)” - “

Metﬁod 1. Effect a supplementary requisition’ roltback scheme, either as a one- t|me effort
erin phases using short-term -controls on local supplementary requisitions -

' . (see. dlscusslon of Recommendatlon 14 below). "3
< \
Method 2. Select a basic expendlture level (such as the total expenditure in a certain year
~orthe average, expenditure over a number of years) and dunng aset SN
« - implementation period of x years, ratjonalize an annua! provincial contribution

which reflects inflation, growth and provincially mandated &nhancements, and
“includes an injection of additional pr0vmctal monies, forthe"purpose of
‘bringing the provmcral share of funding to 85% in the concludlng year.

-

y
The second miethod of i lementatlon would also involve guidelines for, or controls ory,
local supplementary requisitions. Guidelines would be long-term, while eontrois would be 5‘

short-term and applicable to municipal governments as well as to school jurisdictions in orderL

il

°

" that savings could bé passed on to the ratepayer. i .
N . Yo
’_ 3 . < . N .
i .t) . IR
1. W. L. Hilt and J. Ochitwa “Losal Supplementary Requisitions Review" Alberta H.
Education, 1982. - ) . ' "
_ P .. . N W B
. M ., ‘;:’ - \ A ]
.o ) Y )
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o 'Questlon 2: “What would you estimate to be the costs involved in lmplementlng alternatlve
g . pproaches""

¢ » ' ’ \
s + The Task Force arg ugs that the total educatlon budget (provnnce plus Iéca) boards) does .
« + - not nec sarily have to be increased, in order to accommod: fe the intent of Recommendatlon
. #3.Theov rall intenj of the recommendation s to shift costs from tl)e local tax base to the
general. revenues ot the province. Preliminary estimates of departgnental staff are that the . {

reduction of the local sUpplementary requisition woulgd require approximately ari add|t|onal ‘
$325: gillion in 1§84 dollars from:the province if ifiplemented in one year. v

/- . .
Questfé‘rr 3 “What correspoitding increase in local schoo! board accountablllty ‘ahd '

, responsibility to the provmce would yompn{;opose”" ' ‘.

<« The Task Force takes the position that school boards are acéountable to their electorate >
whether that eIectorate is Paying 34% or 15% of schoeli g costs. It was preC|ser‘ because the’
TasKk Force W|shed to'stress itg firm -gonviction that school bdards are in fact accountablé in

. ¢ +. Alberta today that it amended Principle 5 to read, “An Alberta sghool finance plan should

' recognize the importance of autonomy for, and accgﬁuntabnllty of, local-school authorities.”

] The report explalned the intent of the pnnmdle in the words T o . . J

Pr|nC|ple S5is |ntended asa remlnder that local Junsdlctlons must balan? rlghts with ~
responsibilities. Freedom to make choices locally gf course includes redponsibility fof

v making. effectlve use of resourcgs, and ultimately, ccounta?blllty to the local electors .
(page 25 . . .
) N / Recommendatlon 14 Provmcral' Controls on Supplementary Reqwsmons % w
a8 W|thout' restatlng the argument in fullk the Task Fbrce ubscnbes to the pnnctple of local o
8 : aulonomy artd finds long-term controls on local suppleme tary requisitions philosophically ¢ -

unacceptable. The view is not a new or unusual one, having beén .espoused by the 1969, 1972~ f/

and 1975 school finance,gdvisory committees. In the words of the December 1982 report, : 7y

{ # School boards should have the same powers as any ather lacal government" (p. 26). .

+ Question 4: “What mechanism would the Task Force recommend to ensure that an = )
B ot appropriate bajance of contnbutlons, onceé attamed could be malntalned on a

Ot : - continuous basis?™ - X st

‘wish to'exercise considerable feadership in matters of educational expendlture In the view of
the Task Force, the province is obligated firstly to describe in clear terms what programs and
N ~services it expects local school boards to provide and then to explain how the school finance
arrangements — support level, grants and graP\tlng system —‘relate to those expectations.
{ The Task Porce believes that the province sho uldg, a) provide léadership by clearly explaining

L » If the province is to pay 85% of total schooling costs, it is reasonable to expect that |t will /
-~

e

A the basis of provincial grant levels and b) influenge school board spending simply by |ssumg ' -
gmdehnes , . L l !_
. . . ‘ , ' K AN .
< -
Lol . - [ N -
( . i .
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[Individual schoal boayds have the right to impose local levies as they see fit, Qut J& .

experience in Alberta has shown that school boards as a whole tend to rgspond positively to.,
-provincial leadership. In the view of the Task Force, then, the “gbntrol” aspect is present in
the continued responsible judgemerit of Alberta school boards as$ a total group and their

accountability to jheir electors.. e

! .’f . . N * — » ! Tt / e
Although-gpposed to control on focal suppJeméntary requisitions in the long term, the
Task Force accepts the use of short-term, transitiohal ¢o:trols in orderto effect the _
IR K]

’
/

PN /‘ P -
1) It i§ the only reasonable means of increasing th
.. costs (implementation.of Recommendation 3),’and

ovincial share of total schogling

'
’

2) Similar cantrols are applied to municip@governmen(s to ensure that the benefits
. r'e'sglting from a requisijtion rollback (tgat is, reduced focal property fax level) doin fact}
. accrie to the local ratepayer.* ) s

Prin}iple 2:“An Albe'rtalvsc‘:hdol finance plan should be designed ft'bach_ié've an’ r—.
. ‘ .educational program which may be defined as the .provip7éfs
) educatioPaI plan.” © L - -

1y

‘ N o S . B
* In its repoyt,the Task Force defined the current educational »plan/{)r Alberta as.“What is :
*happening in the schools now."  ~ : T * .
. P . e ‘ s
¢ Regardmg\Pnncnple 2, you asked: - e . ‘ "

If the educational plan is.the sum of all progra"ms which school jurisdictioné institute and
. oper/ate, and if, as outlineg in the qyestio about Recommendation 14, the provincial
, govemment has no control over the COS!;'()\"QSW will anyone be able to afford the *

escalating costs that will result?, ~ A ) L0
P .- 2 N / Lo
Althéugh the Task Force had difficulty in defining an“educatianal plan, this does not .
. . mean that another body, appointed-especially for this purpose, would find the task ~ ** —_—

impossible. Having reflected upon ybur questions and the relationship of 'Principle 2to :
Recommendations 3 and 14, the-Task Force has concluded-that the Minister should considef

, defining-an education plan,-which can,be trapslated,into financfal terms. Were such.an
initiati¥® to be successful, there vyoytd/be dirE_ct'implications for Recpmmendation 3'and 14,

" but defining an educational plan i§ ceHainly not inconsistent with anly of the prinCiples of
school finance enddrsed by this Task Force. |t is important to remember, however, that (as -

stated in Pringiple 2) financial support must flow from and not dictate the educationai plan.
R P . P - . . . {
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In sutamary, the Task Force holds the vig® that: ' T .
, oo . ) J" i . - ! .
1) An'85/15 cost share ratio represents a_long-term goal which the pravince should ﬁrive ~
to aghieve; o . . c
. . ' - .o
" 2) The 85/15 cost-share may be effected in a number of ways; % B

3) It is unreasonable to expect the province fo set its annual educatiqn budget as some
fixed proportioh of whstever Alberta school boards s.im;%ly choose to spend;

4) Somé regulation of lo¢al supplementary: requisitions is acceptable and, necessary, but
't only if as a means to achieving the 85/15 cost §E\are ratio and only if applied similarly
to muhicipal governments; . e o v
s F . . ; .
* 5) Prpuingial financial 'Icont:ol” should be effected principally through the use Of \
Juidelines; and i ; .

Pl

’

-

P

AR . ' ) ) 7" ’ '.L‘ ' ' J‘ \\' .
-B) The definition of an educationa plan by, tht{ Minister, or by a body appointed, by him -

‘f}ér that purpose, may be desirgble, especially if it can be Transfated into financial terms.

"Off:behalf of the Task Force, | would like to thank Jou for the chnsideréd attention y/ou 7N

-

have defoted to date to the Task Force reporf. | trust out foregoing comments will clarify-the j
issues you raised, and the-questions you posed infyour letter of May 6, 1983. , ' .
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